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Abstract 
There is a considerable amount of literature covering the impact of brand on the enterprise. It is a general convention to search for 
the influence of intangible values as the brand, firm reputation, customer satisfaction on revenues, margins or future growth. But 
there is some evidence that these assets could also influence the risk of the company business so the capital costs should be also 
adjusted. The aim of this article is to examine the mentioned relations, especially the relation between the brand and the company 
business risk in some sectors in the Czech Republic. 
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1. Introduction 
There is growing evidence that intangible assets play a significant role within company exploited assets 
(Damodaran, 2006). Some researchers (e.g. Larkin, 2013) point out the growing differences between market values 
of public companies and their book asset values and ascribe these differences to the increasing importance of non-
reported intangible assets. One of these intangible assets is the brand.  
There is a consensus that the value of the brand is an expression of the enterprise's ability to influence consumer 
behavior (Keller, 2003). Less agreement, however, is on its manifestations in the company economic indicators. 
Furthermore, there is no common method of its financial evaluation, neither a unanimously accepted view what the 
brand exactly is and how to measure it in financial terms (Salinas, 2009). The value of a brand is mainly seen in the 
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possible creation of a monopolistic competition market structure that is manifested by customers’ lower price 
sensitivity, barriers of entry, higher profit margins and in some cases the possible cross-selling. There are also works 
that draw attention to the fact that the brand can influence not only the above mentioned parameters, but also the 
company business risk and its capital structure. The ability of the brand to influence these values is important for its 
valuation. 
The aim of this paper is to determine the validity of these general assumptions about the effects of the brand on its 
user and especially to verify the conclusions regarding its impact on the company business risk and the company 
capital structure in the case of companies and their brands operating in the Czech Republic.  
A new approach to the empirical verification of the relationship is the brand view as a relative quantity to its direct 
competitors. The verification is carried out only in comparison to other brands within the same business field (not as 
in the further mentioned studies across unrelated business sectors). 
However, the ability to verify the validity of these assumptions in the Czech Republic is constrained by limited 
data on brand value development, its parameters and in some cases limited data on economic performance of 
individual companies as well. The verification of brand effects on company economic indicators was carried out in 
the fields of banking, insurance, and fuel distribution characterized by concentrated market structures. 
2. Theoretical background 
According to the American Marketing Association (2015), a brand is a “Name, term, design, symbol, or any other 
feature that identifies one seller's good or service as distinct from those of other sellers”. Its importance is seen in the 
fact that customers can identify the origin of a product or service and it influences their decisions (Keller, 2003). 
According to Zimmerman et. al. (2001), brands were recognized as valuable assets and play an important role for 
customers in the sense of communication and identification. According to Kotler and Armstrong (2013), highly 
valuable brands provide their companies with a certain degree of protection in fierce price competition. The main 
sources of the brand value are often considered brand awareness, perceived quality, image, and brand loyalty (Aaker, 
1996). The brand is frequently represented by the name of the producer or the distributor and this designation can be 
traded (Sedláček, & Skalický, 2015).  
Many works have attempted to capture the process how the brand influences especially financial results, market 
share growth, but also the business risk of its owner. It should be noted, however, that when it comes to specific terms 
(and measurement) what the brand is and what it consists of, there is little consensus about it. While some authors 
(e.g. Chen, & Zhang, 2013) considered the company reputation as part of the brand, others (e.g. Himme, & Fischer, 
2014) regarded reputation along with customer satisfaction as a separate category. The widespread view of the brand 
value (and its value measurement) uses the combination of Knowledge (how well the customers know the brand) and 
Esteem (how much regard and loyalty customers have towards the brand) (Aaker, 1996; Keller, 2003). 
Branded products are associated with higher profit margins, growth opportunities, less customer price sensitivity 
(e.g. Hoeffler, & Keller, 2003; Simon, 1979). The methods of brand financial evaluations therefore deal with the 
impact of the brand on price premiums, changes in demand, increases in cash flow, etc. (Salinas, 2009). But there are 
also papers that draw attention to the fact that the brand could also affect the company capital structure (Chen, & 
Zhang, 2013), it can affect the cost of equity (Rego, Billett, & Morgan, 2011), the cost of foreign capital (Himme, & 
Fischer, 2014) or volatility of future cash flows (Larkin, 2013). It should have the consequences for brand valuation 
methods. The reasons for this supposed association between the brand and the volatility of future cash-flow can be 
seen in customer loyalty (Larkin, 2013; Bharadwaj, Tuli & Bonfred, 2011) and marketing expenses behind creating a 
brand and a future earnings volatility reduction (Shrinivasan & Hanssens, 2009). The aim of this paper is to investigate 
whether these relationships can also be observed when dealing only with the competitors operating within the same 
industry.  
3. Data, methodology and research design 
The biggest pitfall for verifying the relation between the brand and the company performance in the Czech Republic 
is the lack of data regarding the brands. In particular, there is a lack of data concerning their mutual relation (e.g. 
order), whether it is their customer award, customer knowledge, customer loyalty, attitude or satisfaction. Brand data 
are often fragmented, incomplete or unreliable. Trying to verify some relation between the brand and its company 
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financial performance, capital structure and business risk, the analysis is only possible with brands covering the entire 
product portfolio of the company (umbrella brands, Knudsen, Finskud, Törnblom, & Hogna, 1997) or a branded 
product that is the only company product. The other prerequisite is the comparability of brands and companies using 
brands. They should come up with a similar product or service and operate on the same or similar markets. In this 
consideration, this comparison differs from the above-mentioned works, comparing brands across all business sectors. 
Another constraining condition is the availability and comparability of data on performance of enterprises using 
the comparable brands. As a result of these limitations, the set of possible businesses and their brands included in the 
analysis was progressively restricted. Another limitation due to the used methodology (see below) is the minimum 
number of branded subjects in the field (5) that the results could be statistically tested on a given significance level. 
Eventually, the relation between the brand and business characteristics was tested in the banking, insurance, and fuel 
distribution sectors. In the case of banking and insurance companies, the starting point was the 2014 brand monetary 
value estimate by Commercial Solutions according to the BrandWorth methodology within the project Bank of the 
Year (Fincentrum, 2015). The information on economic indicators of financial institutions was taken from the 
company annual reports for the years 2010–2014 available in the public collection of documents. In the case of fuel 
distribution companies, the starting statement on brands is the marketing research document by ppm factum Research 
(2009) on the customer satisfaction and knowledge of different brands within the fuel distribution sector (ppm factum 
Research, 2009). Economic indicators of these companies are taken or calculated on the basis of their annual reports 
for the years 2009–2014. 
The comparable data on brands from any sector are always available for one year only. In the case of banks and 
insurance companies, it is the year 2014, in the case of fuel distribution companies, it is the year 2009. Economic data 
of individual companies during the reporting period are compared with the relative position of the brand in the given 
sector. 
The aim of the analysis was to find out whether the company economic results are in relation to the relative position 
of their brands within brands operating in the sector. The aims were especially to identify whether: 
 
x the increased brand value or customer satisfaction translates into the higher profit margin of the branded 
company; 
x the increased brand value or customer satisfaction translates into the higher company revenue growth; 
x the increased brand value or customer satisfaction translates into the lower volatility of profits; and 
x the level of brand value or customer satisfaction is reflected in the company capital structure. 
 
These evaluations were performed separately for each sector monitored. In the case of the banking sector, the brand 
and related financial indicators of banking groups Česká spořitelna, Komerční banka, Československá obchodní 
banka, GE Money Bank, and UniCredit Bank Czech Republic and Slovakia were assessed. In the case of insurance 
companies, the surveyed entities were Kooperativa, Česká pojišťovna, Pojišťovna České spořitelny, Allianz 
pojišťovna, and BNP Paribas Cardif Pojišťovna and their brands. In the case of entities operating in the fuel 
distribution sector, the monitored companies and brands were Benzina, Shell, OMV, PapOil, Agip, and Slovnaft. 
Entrepreneurs in the sector for which there were no relevant data on the brand (e.g. Generali, Raiffeisenbank) or their 
economic indicators were not included in the analysis. However, the largest enterprises in the sectors were included 
in the comparison. In the case of the banks, the largest missing entity is Raiffeisenbank (the fifth by total assets), in 
the case of the insurance companies, it is Generali insurance company in particular, and in the case of the fuel 
distribution companies, all relevant entities were included. 
The analysis is based on the assumption that the effects of the brand and the consumer perception influence the 
company performance for several periods, not just one accounting period. Therefore, average figures for several years 
are used to express brand economic effects on company financial indicators. To assess the impact of the brand value 
(consumer satisfaction) on the company financial results, not the absolute levels but the relative levels of economic 
performance to other entities in the marketplace are decisive (only the order is important). 
In the case of the banks and the insurance companies, the brand value is expressed in monetary units; in the case 
of the fuel distribution companies, the brand value is associated with customer satisfaction with the fuel distribution 
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company services. The estimated bank and insurance company monetary brand values are shown in Table 1, the 
estimated brand values as customer satisfaction with the fuel distribution company services are presented in Table 2. 
Table 1. The estimated bank and insurance company monetary brand values 2014 (Fincentrum – Commercial solutions, 2015). 
Bank brand Value (in mil. CZK) Insurance company brand Value (in mil. CZK) 
Česká spořitelna 70 550 Kooperativa 11 657 
Komerční banka 53 432 Česká pojišťovna 7 439 
Československá obchodní banka 49 536 Pojišťovna České spořitelny 4 545 
GE Money Bank 23 000 Allianz 4 413 
Unicredit Bank 21 639 BNP Paribas Cardif 1 210 
Table 2. The customer satisfaction with the fuel distribution company as the percentage of positive customer responses to the company services 
(ppm factum research, 2009) 
Fuel distribution company brand Positive responses to the brand 
Shell 63% 
OMV 57% 
Agip 50% 
Benzina 46% 
PapOil 35% 
Slovnaft 35% 
 
The company’s financial and economic indicators are based on their annual reports for the years 2014, 2012, and 
2010. In the case of the banks, the indicators were constructed upon consolidated financial statements prepared in 
accordance with International Accounting Standards as adopted by the European Union, except the GE Money Bank 
(in that case the consolidated financial statements were prepared in accordance with Czech accounting regulations). 
In the case of the insurance companies, the financial statements were prepared in accordance with Czech accounting 
regulations, except Česká pojišťovna (the financial statements have been prepared in accordance with the International 
Accounting Standards on an individual basis; the estimated monetary brand value of Česká pojišťovna is also derived 
from individual statements).The economic indicators in the case of the fuel distribution companies are drawn from 
financial statements prepared in accordance with Czech accounting regulations, except Benzina since 2011. The 
company has used the International Accounting Standards since then. 
 The indicators calculated from the company annual reports were used to compare the economic performance of 
companies within the sector. In an effort to avoid certain contingencies related to the single accounting period, the 
averages of economic indicators for the monitored period were used for the comparison (2010–2014 for the banks and 
the insurance companies, 2009–2014 for the fuel distribution companies). 
The importance of brands expressed in monetary units (banks and insurance companies) was adjusted to the size 
of company assets. Its expression as a percentage of total company assets is based on the fact that the brand is perceived 
as one of the company assets used to achieve its objectives. As regards the fuel distribution companies, the strength 
of the brand expressed as the customer satisfaction was not adjusted (it is not possible). 
The modified and adjusted economic indicators and brands were compared to verify the anticipated relation 
between the brand value (strength) and the profit margins, the revenue growth, the volatility of earnings and the capital 
structure. Given the small sample of the brand used by companies in one branch, the suitable methodology is Spearman 
correlation. The relation between the brand and financial results may be affected by many factors (see discussion). 
The said relation may not be linear and the exact variable values may be uncertain. Therefore, it seems prudent to only 
rely on the order of values. So the Spearman rank correlation coefficient was used to assess the interdependence 
between the brand and the company economic indicators. It is calculated according to the following formula: 
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where xi and yi are the order of the ordinal arranged realization of values Xi and Yi. Xi and Yi are matching pairs of 
realizations of variables X and Y. The value n is the number of observations. Spearman coefficient ρ evaluates the 
interdependence of xi and yi. The calculation does not depend on the probability distribution of variables X and Y. The 
coefficient ρ is defined on interval <−1, 1>. The zero ρ value indicates the independence of variables, the values 
approaching +1, or −1, indicate the mutual order dependence of variables X an Y realizations. Spearman coefficient 
can be used to test the null hypothesis of independence of variables X and Y on an importance level α (Privitera, 2014). 
To obtain statistically significant results (to be able to test the null hypothesis of no relation between pairs at level α 
= 5%) the lowest amount of pairs has to be 5. 
4. Empirical results 
The results of the brand value (strength) and company economic indicator comparisons are presented by individual 
sectors separately. The separation is based on the assumption that companies operating in different industries face 
different market conditions, which are reflected in different levels of their financial indicators. Possible changes in the 
company financial indicators due to the brand are harder to identify under different operating conditions. Another 
reason is the different size of the market in which the brand operates and thus the effects that the brand can bring. 
When investigating the effect of branding on the possible change in the company results, the absolute power of the 
brand is not under investigation; it is rather its relative position with respect to the brands of competing entities. The 
results are therefore presented separately. 
4.1. Bank brands 
Table 3 shows the monitored brands in the Czech banking sector. They are sorted by relevance to their owner 
(measured as their estimated value to other booked company assets at year-end 2014). The table shows that the brand 
has the greatest importance in terms of the size of its business for GE Money Bank, although it is not among the most 
valuable brands (Table 1).  
The bank capital adequacy ratio monitored by regulatory authorities was used as a measure of the capital structure. 
The indicator ROAA (return on average assets) calculated by all the surveyed banks was used as a measure of excess 
earnings. The standard deviation of the ROAA indicator to its mean through the monitored period was used as a 
measure of the earnings volatility. The change in the market share was measured as the change in the percentage points 
on the group net revenues (net interests and net commissions) from the start (2010) to the end (2014) of the monitored 
period. 
 Table 3. The brands in the Czech banking sector (20014) and some bank economic indicators for the period 2010–2014. 
Bank brands Brand as portion 
of booked assets 
Capital adequacy  
(avr. 2010–2014)  
ROAA 
(avr. 2010–2014) 
 ROAA volatility 
(2010–2014) 
Change in market shar
(percentage points) 
GE Money Bank 16% 20.7% 2.95%  4.3% +0.0 
Česká spořitelna 7.8% 15.7% 1.61% 11.3% −9.0 
Československá obchodní banka 5.7% 16.4% 1.49% 11.7% +2.3 
Komerční banka 5.6% 15.4% 1.59% 14.5% +2.5 
Unicredit Bank 4.3% 15.1% 0.82% 29.0% +5.0 
 
Table 3 shows that the level of capital adequacy as a measure of capital structure tends to develop in line with the 
growing share of the brand value on bank accounting assets. The same can be said for the average return on assets 
(ROAA). The volatility of average return on assets tends to decrease with the increasing proportion of the brand value 
to total bank assets. The change in share of the studied group net revenues also tends to develop in the opposite 
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direction to the proportion of brand value to bank accounting assets. The values of Spearman coefficient ρ measuring 
the intensity of rank correlation between the proportion of the bank brand value to bank accounting assets and other 
bank economic indicators are stated in Table 4. 
Table 4. Spearman coefficient between the proportion of the brand value to bank accounting assets and other bank economic indicators. 
 Capital adequacy  
(avr. 2010–2014) 
 
ROAA 
(avr. 2010–2014) 
  
ROAA volatility 
(2010–2014) 
Change in market share 
(percentage points) 
Spearman coefficient ρ 0.8 0.9* −1* −0.9* 
     
Spearman coefficient ρ values for the proportion of the bank brand value to bank accounting assets and the earnings 
indicator, the volatility of earnings indicator and the revenue growth indicator are equal to or surpass the critical value 
for five observations at the significance level α = 5% (ρ (0.05; 5) = 0.9). The resulting values therefore suggest that 
except the capital structure the brands of domestically operating banks probably influence the monitored bank 
economic indicators. It is in accordance with findings of foreign empirical studies on this subject in the case of earning 
and volatility of earnings, but exactly the opposite as regards the brand revenue growth potential. 
4.2. Insurance company brands 
Table 5 shows the brands in the Czech insurance sector. They are sorted by relevance to their owner (measured as 
their estimated value to booked company assets at year-end 2014). The table shows that the brand has the greatest 
importance in terms of the size of its business for BNP Paribas Cardif, although it is not among the most valuable 
brands (Table 1).  
The financial leverage defined as total assets to equity was used as a measure of the capital structure. The indicator 
return on assets (ROA) counted as net profit to previous year-end assets was used as a measure of earnings. The 
standard deviation of the ROA indicator to its mean through the monitored period was used as a measure of the 
earnings volatility. The change in revenues was not monitored in absolute terms but as the change of the share in 
group revenues in percentage points from the start to the end of the monitored period. This indicator was used to assess 
the impact of the brand on the revenue potential (it reflects the changes in the market size). 
 Table 5. The brands in the Czech insurance sector (20014) and some insurance company economic indicators for the period 2010–2014. 
Insurance company brand Brand as proportion
of booked assets 
Financial leverage  
(avr. 2010–2014)  
ROA 
(avr. 2010–2014) 
ROA volatility 
(2010–2014) 
Change in market share 
(percentage points) 
BNP Paribas Cardif 40.6% 2.4 12.8% 24.9% +0.0  
Kooperativa 16.8% 4.8 5.0% 14.2% +0.5 
Allianz 14.3% 6.8 3.5% 17.4% +3.2 
Pojišťovna České spořitelny13.9% 9.3 2.8% 23.5% +2.8 
Česká pojišťovna  6.5% 5.6 4.2% 52.7% −6.4 
 
Table 5 shows that the level of financial leverage as a measure of capital structure tends to develop reversely to the 
growing share of the brand value in insurance company accounting assets. The opposite can be said for the return on 
assets (ROA). The volatility of ROA tends to decrease with the increasing proportion of the brand value to total assets. 
The share in studied group revenues has apparently no tendency to develop according to the proportion of the brand 
value to insurance company assets. The values of Spearman coefficient ρ measuring the intensity of rank correlation 
between the proportion of the insurance company brand value to accounting assets and other insurance company 
economic indicators are stated in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Spearman coefficient between the proportion of the brand value to insurance company accounting assets and other insurance company 
economic indicators. 
 Financial leverage  
(avr. 2010–2014) 
ROA 
(avr. 2010–2014)  
ROA volatility 
(2010–2014) 
Change in market share  
(percentage points) 
Spearman coefficient ρ −0.7 0.7 −0.4 0.1 
Although Spearman coefficient ρ values indicate a certain relation between the proportion of the brand value to 
insurance company accounting assets and the financial leverage, the return on assets and its volatility, the coefficient 
ρ values lag behind the critical levels for five observations at the significance level α = 5% (ρ (0.05; 5) = 0.9). 
4.3. Fuel distribution company brands 
Table 7 shows the brands in the Czech fuel distribution sector. They are sorted by customer satisfaction with the 
branded company service according to research conducted in 2009. The financial leverage defined as total assets to 
equity was used as a measure of the capital structure. The indicator ROA (return on assets) calculated as operating 
profit to previous year-end assets was used as a measure of earnings. The standard deviation of the ROA indicator to 
its mean through the monitored period was used as a measure of the earnings volatility. The markup and its volatility 
were added as the additional profitability measure to suppress the influence of different operating leverage. The change 
in revenues was not monitored in absolute terms but as the change of the share in group revenues in percentage points 
from the start to the end of the monitored period. This indicator was used to assess the impact of the brand on the 
revenue potential (it reflects the changes in the market size). 
Table 7. The brands in the Czech fuel distribution sector and some company economic indicators for the period 2009–2014. 
Fuel 
distribution 
company 
brand  
Customer 
satisfaction 
(2009) 
Financial 
leverage 
(avr.  
2009–2014) 
Markup  
(avr.  
2009–2014) 
Markup 
volatility 
(2009–
2014) 
ROA 
(avr.  
2009–2014) 
ROA 
volatility 
(2009–
2014) 
Change in market 
share (percentage 
points, 2009–
2014) 
Shell 63% 2.9 8.0% 20.1% −0.13% 844% −11 
OMV 57% 1.6 4.1% 25.5% −0.31% 245% −4 
Agip 50% 14.6 8.5% 16.8% −1.48% 78% +9 
Benzina 46% 2.1 5.5% 49.8%  2.07% 62% +2 
PapOil 35% −17.8 5.1% 26.2% −0.29% 159% −3 
Slovnaft 35% 3.9 0.9% 28.5%  0.30% 52% +8 
 
Table 7 shows that the level of financial leverage as a measure of capital structure tends to develop reversely to the 
growing strength of the brand (in a similar manner to the case of the bank and the insurance companies). The markup 
has the tendency to increase with the growing strength of the brand and the volatility of the markup decreases. Agip 
applied a much higher markup margin than what corresponded to its position in the customer satisfaction order and it 
was forced to leave the market for a continuing loss in 2014.The ROA indicator apparently has no tendency to develop 
according to the brand strength, but the volatility of ROA tends to increase with the brand strength growth. The change 
of share in the studied group revenues tends to develop in an opposite direction to the brand strength represented by 
the customer satisfaction. The values of Spearman coefficient ρ measuring the intensity of rank correlation between 
the brand strength and other fuel distribution company indicators are stated in Table 8. 
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Table 8. Spearman coefficient between the customer satisfaction and other fuel distribution company indicators. 
 Financial leverage  
(avr. 2010–2014) 
 
Markup  
(avr.  
2009–2014) 
Markup  
volatility 
(2009–2014) 
ROA 
(avr.  
2009–2014) 
ROA  
volatility 
(2009–2014) 
Change in market share 
(percentage points, 
 2009–2014) 
Spearman coefficinet ρ −0.47 0.54 -0.66 −0.37 0.83* −0.6 
       
Although Spearman coefficient values indicate a certain link between the customer satisfaction and financial leverage, 
the markup margin, its volatility, the ROA volatility and market share, the critical value ρ (0.05; 6) = 0.83 for six 
observations on the significance level α = 5% is reached only by ROA volatility. It should be stressed that the fuel 
distribution sector underwent relatively significant changes in the market structure during the monitored period. Two 
monitored brands (Agip and PapOil) left the market, as well as the Lukoil brand (not included in the comparison due 
to the lack of financial data). Excluding the year 2009 in order to use the same period for comparison as for financial 
institutions, the results are almost the same (except the change in market share that is insignificant). 
The results show that companies with higher customer satisfaction are often able to sell fuel at higher prices and their 
markups are also more stable. However, the achievement of higher customer satisfaction has its costs. They apparently 
add up to the operating (mostly fixed) costs and then lead to higher ROA volatility. Negative Spearman coefficient ρ 
in the case of ROA suggests that building customer satisfaction in the case of petrol stations does not pay (customers 
are probably too price sensitive). 
5. Discussion and conclusions 
It must be noted that the available data was very limited to properly verify relations between brands and selected 
economic characteristics of their users in the Czech Republic. The biggest constraints were on the information about 
the brands. In the case of the banks and the insurance companies, the financial statements were also collected for the 
period (2010–2014) preceding the capturing of the brand value (2014). Considering the impact of the brand, rather a 
subsequent period, than the previous, should be used. It is implicitly assumed that in the period 2010–2014 the brand 
value of these companies did not develop (which may contradict the reality). The assumption of the subsequent impact 
of the brand was met in the case of the fuel distribution companies. However, the brand strength estimates on the 
ordinal scale were based only on the customer satisfaction, which is often seen as only one of the brand attributes. 
Company economic indicators are affected not only by the brand, but also other variables, such as the applied 
company strategy, the specific company conditions, their relations to parent or holding companies, etc. These 
circumstances can distort the relation between the brand and the monitored company economic characteristics. It can 
be particularly the case of the fuel distribution companies. They are mostly parts of larger oil processors and their 
financial results are apparently not seen in isolation, but as a part of the group results. Indicators can also be influenced 
by intra-group relations. There were also significant changes in the market structure during the monitored period. 
Some brands (Agip, PapOil) left the market. 
Considering the results for all the three sectors, we find that companies with the higher proportion of brand (the 
higher customer satisfaction) usually decrease the financial leverage. This conclusion goes against the expectations 
based on some earlier studies (Larkin, 2013). The explanation may be that only the largest companies in their markets 
were compared. The mentioned study claims this relation for all companies except the largest ones (although they 
were different in the absolute size from the investigated companies in the Czech Republic). Chen & Zhang (2013) 
also pointed out the ambiguous relationship between the brand and the financial leverage. They claimed large mature 
branded companies tend to the lower financial leverage due to their ability to generate free cash flows. This study 
results are probably influenced by the sectors and entities in the sectors selected to investigate brand effects. The 
selected companies are the largest ones on their markets. Additionally, financial stability (lower leverage) is probably 
a more important attribute of the company reputation in the banking and insurance sectors than in other sectors. The 
findings of this paper in this part can be considered in line with previous works. 
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In the case of the banking and the insurance sectors, the higher brand level tends to increase the return on assets. 
This conclusion corresponds to general assumptions and understanding the brand as an additionally utilized asset. In 
the case of the fuel distribution sector, this tendency is not shown.  
The reason may be the use of a different indicator (proxy) for the brand strength; different cost structure of the 
industries; substantial competition in the fuel distribution sector (two of the entities followed left the market); high 
customer price sensitivity to industry products. There is even the opposite effect at the level of ROA volatility - the 
higher customer satisfaction, the higher ROA volatility. Explanations can be seen in the cost of ensuring customer 
satisfaction, which can be fixed to sales and so increase the operating leverage and so the volatility of the operating 
profit. 
Some of the results support the findings of some foreign studies (Larkin, 2013) that the brand reduces the company 
risk if measured as the variability of results only partially. However, it rather appears that the manifested brand effects 
may depend on variables that affect the situation in the business field as the competition intensity, the customer price 
sensitivity, cost structure, competitive strategies, etc. The lower volatility results (earnings, cash flow) due to the 
presence of a strong brand may not be the general rule, as suggested in some studies, e.g. Larkin (2013). The results 
in the case of petrol stations are just the opposite. 
 Regarding the market share, there is a neutral and the opposite tendency to the increase of the brand strength (customer 
satisfaction). The companies with the higher brand level reduced their market share in the banking and the fuel 
distribution sectors in favor of competitors with lower brands during the monitored period. This phenomenon is not 
supported by the brand devoted literature. The fact can be understood as that the holders of valuable brands capitalized 
on them through higher profit margins than would be justifiable in relation to the brand strength. If margins are set in 
an excessive way, it encourages competitors to gain the market share (the cases of Česká spořitelna and Shell ČR). 
The market share decline is not fundamentally inconsistent with the simultaneously achieved higher ROA in the 
banking sector. Banks with a strong reputation charge higher prices and achieve higher ROA, but decline in market 
share. 
To explore the relationship between the brand strength and company economic indicators it seems appropriate to 
investigate these relationships separately for individual markets in which the brands operate, in the context of their 
market strategy and the strategy of their competitors and the resulting market structure. The investigation should be 
done in relative terms to direct competitors, not in absolute terms as is common in empirical studies devoted to the 
brand. Knowledge of individual cases and circumstances in which the brand operates may bring understanding of the 
relationship between the brand and the variability of financial results. 
The further research should therefore focus on the verification of these relationships in terms of different industries 
and different market structures. The findings should show whether the growing ROA volatility in the case of petrol 
stations is a unique occurrence or a recurring phenomenon under certain circumstances. The determination of the 
conditions under which this phenomenon (increase/decrease in the financial result volatility with respect to the brand) 
occurs should lead to a better understanding of the transmission mechanism in which the brand strength alters the 
volatility of financial result. The better understanding of these relations can then contribute to a more precise financial 
valuation of the brand. 
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